This paper explores the decision-making process leading to school district approval for staff development. A retrospective field study approach was used to investigate the decision of a small, rural school district in eastern Washington (enrollment 2,200) to adopt a comprehensive English composition teaching program throughout the curriculum. This case was chosen because the program scope required community-wide participation. Interviews with superintendents, principals, teachers, and others were conducted, and several relevant district documents were examined. Data were analyzed according to J. G. March and J. P. Olsen's "garbage can" model of decision making, defined as a series of choice opportunities in which a given project is one of several competing solutions addressing numerous problems. Two implications may be drawn: (1) the "garbage can" model was definitely applicable to the decision-making process in a small, rural school district; and (2) results may help educators anticipate conditions under which staff development programs may be approved in similar settings. The interplay of March and Olsen's theoretical "streams" (choice opportunities, participants, problems, and solutions) may encourage other staff development advocates to initiate similar processes. (MIX) 
Introduction
Staff development in education may be defined as the provision of professional growth opportunities for inservice teachers.
Educators recognize its importance as a school district activity and its significance has been discussed at length in the literature (Bishop, 1976; Harris, 1980; Hite and Hower, 1977; Rubin, 1975; Santetli, 1978; Wilson, 1978) .
Reasons given for supporting staff development fall into four main categories: (1) The teaching force has become more stable due to declining enrollment: and tight economic resources. While experienced teachers hold on to their jobs longer, fewer new teachers with up-to-date training are entering the field.
Thus, there is a greater need for staff development to keep inservice teachers abreast of current developments in educational theory and methodology (Santelli, 1978) .
Society is undergoing rapid social, economic, and technological charges. Even if the teaching force had not become more stable, teachers would need continuing education to keep up with these changes (Hite and Hower, 1977; Wilson, 1978) .
Preservice training alone cannot produce good teachers. Teaching is a complex business, considered by some to be an art. Teachers nted continuing professional growth opportunities while on the Job to master the art of teaching (Harris, 1980; Rubin, 1975) .
Teacners want staff development programs. As they have gained in collective bargaining power, they have tended to include provisions for staff development in their negotiated contracts (Hite and Howey, 1977; Santelli, i978) .
However, school district approval of funding for staff development programs can be problematic. Three reasons for this are apparent in the literature. First, there is little agreement as to who should provide the necessary funds (Collins, 1978) . Second, school districts are facing financial stress as funding sources for all aspects of education are reduced, so staff development must compete with other aspects of education for funds just as education in general must compete with other community services (Santelli, 1978) . Third, it is difficult to determine accurately the costs of staff development programs (Inservice Education and Training of Teachlrl, 1982; Moore and Hyde, 1980) .
Given that staff development is a valuable school district activity, but that funding is problematic, it is important for educators to be aware of the conditions under which staff development programs are likely to be approved.
However, while research has been done on planning and implementing effective staff development programs, and much has been written on this subject (for example, Bishop, 1976 2 4
and Griffin, 1983) , little or no research has been done on securing school district commitment for such programs.
The Study Purp.p,o The purpose of this study was to explore the decision-making process that leads to school district approval for staff development. More specifically, the researcher wished to analyze an appropriate case study of such a decision-making process to determine the conditions under which a staff development program is likely to be approved.
The subject of the investigation was a small, rural city school district in Eastern Washington State with a student enrollment of 2,200. In 1982 this district made a major commitment to staff development by adopting a large-scale, long-range, program to promote the teaching of composition throughout the curriculum. While expenditures for staff development in previous years had been minimal, the school board approved over $45,000 for the first three years of the program, with the intention that every teacher in the district would eventually participate. The scope of the program necessitated the participation of various segments of the community in a decision-making process. The researcher therefore expected that this case would be appropriate for the pruposes of the study.
The s'aff development program will be referred to in this paper as "the writing project" and the school district as "Eastvi lle."
Method
In keeping with the purposes of the study, a retrospective field studies approach was used. Data were obtained through interviews with various participants in the decision-making process and by an examination of relevant documents.
The researcher first interviewed the person who was superintendent at the time of the decision. Based on data from this initial interview, other major participants were identified and susequently interviewed. These persons included a community member who was on the school board at the time of the decision, two school principals who were actively involved, the then chairperson of the high school English department, and a university professor who originated the writing project. Interviews were informal and ranged from fort), minutes to two hours in length.
The researcher used the following questions as a guide to structuring the interviews:
How and why did the writing project get started in Eastville school district?
What was the sequence of events that lead to its approval'?
What was your involvement in the writing project''
Who else was an important participant?
All persons interviewed appeared to be cooperative and helpful though they all expressed concern about the accuracy of their recollections as to dates and chronology of events.
The researcher recorded responses in writing as verbatim as prIssible.
These responses were later analyzed and compared to determine an approximate chronology of decision-making events and factors which influenced the process.
The following school district documents were examined:
( 
Minutes of school board meetings, March, 1978 , to November, 1982 . The minutes reflect the formal process of prioritizing school district goals and the approval of funding for staff development in general and for the writing project in particular.
"Goals, Objectives and Action Plans" (June, 1979) .
This document states the priortized school district goals and estimates the costs of related action plans. Ir March, 1979 , the board began to prioritize the goals in the "Goals, Objectives and Action Plans" document. During this process numerous comments were made at school board meetings by interested citizens and amcng the board members themselves regarding the importance of improving writing skills.
The board adopted the "Goals" document in June, 1979, with writing skills incorporated in Goal 1A, suggesting top Within a month of the board's approval of staff development money, Eastville's curriculum director recommended using the funds to hire a three-quarter time "ITIP" trainer for the coming school year.
ITIP (Integrating Theory into
Practice) was gaining popularity.at the time as an effective teaching approach and had been officially adopted by some school districts in the state. However, the board expressed reluctance to use the money for that purpose, questioning whether teachers were truly in need of such training.
Discussion on the proposal was tabled and never resurrected.
The curriculum director was directed to come back to the board with proprosals that did not involve hiring a consultant. Rather, March and Olsen describe decision-making situations in educational organizations as "garbage cans" into which participants dump "various problems and solutions" (p.
26).
They contend that decisions are based more in the accidental meetings of such solutions and problems than in a rational process. Thus, they conceptuAlize four "streams" which co-mingle in the garbage can to produce decisions: The following discussion addresses the interaction of these elements within the context of each choice oportunity.
February. 1978 Formulation of Citizens Committee
recommendations. Major participants in the Citizens Committee that formulated recommendations for school district goals were outsiders, in this case community members appointed by the superintendent. Presumably, these people participated voluntarily and were willing to give the necessary attention to the decision. These participants had to choose recommended goals for the district from a myriad of concerns and ideas expressed F.,/ citizens and school personnel. In this sense, the choice opportunity involved prioritizing available problems without attempting to find solutions. The problem that came to the fore was weak writing skills among students, as emphasized in the community survey. The Committee decided to make writing skill improvement the first goal priority.
1 5 1979 Ado-tion of "Goals. Objectives and Action
June
Plans' by the school board. As with the Citizens Committee, the second choice situation, the adoption of goals by the school board, involved the prioritizing of perceived needs or problems.
Both admninistrators and board members gave their attention to the decision; however, the fact that the process took over a year indicates that this attention was sporadic.
Echoing its appearance in the previous choice opportunity, the problem of poor writing skills dominated all others and was incorporated as a top priority in the final "Goals" document. Solutions did not seem to play a part in this choice opportunity. The administrators were the dominant participants in the decision to allocate staff development funds to a specific program.
Since the board had not stipulated how the approved funds should be used, the sunerintendent was to take the initiative in developing appropriate staff development plans.
However, it was understood that proposals should be cleared by the board before being adopted. Other school personnel and the professor, an outsider, were secondary participants in that the professor originated one of the available solutions and the other school personnel were influential in its adoption.
Three problems became attached to this choice opportunity. The first was the persistent writing skills problem which had already appeared in three previous choice opportunities. The second was the morale problem at one of the elementary schools due to the serious illness of the principal, and the third was the continuing board-teacher conflict over salary negotiations. BY considering the interplay of March and Olsen's four theoretical "streams" within their own school settings, staff development advocates may be able to favorably influence the decision-making process.
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